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P^ntteb ^tatcg Cnurt nf appeals 

For The District of Columbia Circuit 



No. 07-5152 



September Term, 2006 



J>6cvp1893 

UNITED S WES CWF K^r cAS^ 
Filed On: POR DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA CIRCUIT 
In re: Jerry L. Carr and Sharon M. Carr, P| f P f^ 

Petitioners riL^^U 

JUN 1 8 2007 

NANCY MAYER WHlTTiNGTON. CLERK 

U.S, DISTRICT COURT -™--«^,-»«_,.«_..__^ 

BEFORE: Ginsburg, Chief Judge, and Sentelle and Henderson, Circuit Juages" 

ORDER 

Upon consideration of the petition for writ of mandamus and the motion for leave 
to proceed in forma pauperis, it is 




ORDERED that the motion for leave to proceed in forma pauperis be granted. It 



IS 



FURTHER ORDERED, on the court's own motion, that to the extent petitioner 
seeks to challenge the district court's order disposing of her case, the petition for writ of 
mandamus be construed as a notice of appeal. See Smith v. Barry , 502 U.S. 244, 248- 
49 (1992). The Clerk is directed to transmit a copy of the mandamus petition to the 
district court for entry of a notice of appeal from the district court's order entered April 
17,2007. It is 

FURTHER ORDERED that to the extent the mandamus petition is not construed 
as a notice of appeal, the petition be denied. Petitioner has failed to show that there is 
no other adequate remedy available to her. See Power v. Barnhart , 292 F.3d 781 , 784 
(D.C. Cir. 2002). 

Pursuant to D.C. Circuit Rule 36, this disposition will not be published. 

Per Curiam 
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^AO 93 . (Rev. 12^03) Search Warrant 



United States District Court 

SOUTHERN District of OHIO 



In the Matter of the Search of 

(Name, address or brief description of person or property to be searched) 

SEARCH WARRANT 

1261 SOUTHERN HILLS BOULEVARD 
HAMILTON, OHIO 45013 



Case Number: 



1 lO^MjOOl 1 8t) 



TO: Deputy United States Marshal Joel Kimmet and any Authorized Officer of the United States 

Affidavit(s) having been made before me by Deputy United States Marshal Joel Kimmet ^^^ ^as reason to believe 



Affiant 
that □ on the person of, or on the premises knovm as (name, description and/or location) 

1261 SOUTHERN HILLS BOULEVARD 

HAMILTON. OHIO 45013 ^^^ . S 

and as described In Attachment A to the affidavit in support of search warrant rr-, c-' ;\ S 

cocr • -« :— 

~^""' IP 

in the ^Q"thern District of 21112 "111 T^ ereisnovy 

concealed a certain person or property, namely (describe the person or property) ^ :-■ ' CD 

firearms, ammunition, dangerous ordnance or other objects or items capable of inflicting harm oji' persons-otf of 
facilitating the infliction of harm on persons, or records, documents or other information relating to-same -^^ 

:z c:- , X- 

I am satisfied that the affidavit(s) and any record testimony establish probable cause to believe that the persori arpropeitfiso described 
is now concealed on the person or premises above-described and establish grounds for tlie issuance of this warrant. 

YOU ARE HEREBY COMMANDED to search on or before ^M ^ ^SkZfJ 

(not to exceed 10 days) the person or place named above for the person or property specified, serving this warrant and making the 
search ^ in the daytime — 6:00 AM to 10:00 P.M. D at anytime in the day or night as I find reasonable cause has been 
established and if the person or property be found there to seize same, leaving a copy of this warrant and receipt for the person 
or property taken, and prepare a written inventory of the person or property seized and promptly return this warrant to 

HON. TIMOTHY S. BLACK as required by law. 

U,S, Magistrate Judge (Rule 41(0(4)) 



"hvltH ^'M^ p.m- at CINCINNATI. OHIO 

Date and time iJfeued City and State 

TIMOTHY S. BLACK, MAGISTRATE JUDGE ^ mV?fex u ^- 



Name and Tide of Judge Signature of Judge 
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A0 93' (Rev, 12/03) Search Warrant (Reverse) 



RETURN 



Case Number: / " oT W5"c> 6 //<^ !D 



DATE WARRANT RECEIVED 



DATE AND TIME WARRANT EXECUTED 



5/Si.loY ^ ^'1^ ptn 



COPY OF WARRANT AND RECHPT FOR ITEMS LEFT WITH 



/^/?r. 'Sf'^fiR.olO CAfR 



NTORY MADE IN THE PRESENCE OF ' ~~ ~ 

NTORY OF PERSON OR PROPERTY TAKEN PURSUANT TO THE WARRANT 



I PROPERTY TAKEN PURSUANT TO THE WARRANT 

2, /- mG^^,u^ -Tor 4eov^ u^reD r,9.^^m. 
UoTEt Abou^ ir^^^- ^/"^ ^^^^ ^^^-^^^ '''^ ^'^ V^f^^ ofl2€S^ck^ 



INVENTORY ( 




^1 ^ f/5'^ X^jlo^S 



CERTIFICATION 



I swear that this inventory is a true and detailed account ofifcfe person or property taken by me on the warrant, 




Subscribed, sworn to, and returned before me this date. 



Signature of Judge 



Date 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



JERRY L, CARR, et al . , 
Plaintiffs, 



V. 



FROST, BROWN & TODD, et al . , 
Defendants . 



Civil Action No. 06-1893 (JR) 



ORDER 

Upon consideration of the motion of defendants Yund and 
Freking to dismiss and for injunctive relief [19] it is by the 
Court sua sponte ORDERED that plaintiffs show cause within 30 
days of the date of this order why they should not be permanently 
enjoined from suing defendants Yund and Freking in any court of 
the United States, and it is FURTHER ORDERED that all proceedings 
as to all defendants in this case are stayed pending further 
order of the Court, and it is FURTHER ORDERED that plaintiffs 
cause copies of this order to be served forthwith on any party 
who has been served with original process but who has yet to 
appear . 



JAMES ROBERTSON 
United States District Judge 
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 



JERRY L. CARR, et ai . , 
Plaintiffs, 

V, 

FROST, BROWN & TODD, et al . , 

Defendants . 



Civil Action No. 06-1893 (JR) 



MEMORANDUM 



It is difficult to make sense of the 123 handwritten 
pages filed on November 3, 2006 (main document 60 pp., memorandum 
34 pp., background 29 pp.) docketed together as a "Complaint" 
[1] . The filing of these papers was followed two weeks later by 
an application for a temporary restraining order and a motion for 
preliminary injunction [3] . I denied the TRO but directed the 
Clerk to set an early hearing on the motion for preliminary 
injunction, hoping to gain some understanding of the claims if 
they could be explained in open court. That was inconvenient for 
the plaintiffs, who live in Ohio; they moved for a ''later hearing 
date."' I granted that motion — obviously there was no emergency 
after all — on December 14, 2006. 

Plaintiffs have named 27 defendants, including a 
federal judge, an Ohio state court judge, several Justice 
Department and FBI officials, someone from the Internal Revenue 
Service, two law firms, any number of individual attorneys, and a 
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psychologist. Plaintiffs assert in one of the handwritten 
documents that comprise their complaint that they are here 
because they have exhausted all the legal avenues available to 
them in the State of Ohio, where, they say, they have run into 
'Widespread corruption and racketeering at all levels of state 
and federal government,'' The case is identified on our docket as 
a '^'related case," but its relationship is to a case that was 
filed and dismissed in Ohio more than sixteen years ago. 

A number of the named defendants went to the trouble 
and expense of answering, and several moved to dismiss, but it 
was not until the motion of defendants Yund and Freking to 
dismiss and for a permanent injunction against the plaintiffs 
from filing suit against them [19], filed on January 10, 2007, 
that this Court awoke to the disruption plaintiffs have caused 
and the financial burdens they have inflicted, not only with this 
suit, but also with several suits in the past. On January 12, I 
issued an order staying the case and requiring plaintiffs to show 
cause why they should not be permanently enjoined from suing Yund 
and Freking in any court of the United States. 

What plaintiffs filed, on February 12, 2007 [27], was 
not responsive to the show cause order. It was instead a ''motion 
to overturn Judge Manos' sanction and return Yund & Freking to 
defendants . " 



2 - 
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On July 10, 1991, the late Judge John M. Manos of the 

Northern District of Ohio, Eastern Division, not only dismissed 

an action by these plaintiffs that is substantially identical to 

the present afction, but also permanently enjoined them from 

filing "in any court, an action against any state or federal 

\ 
judge, or any officer or employee of any court, for actions taken 

in the course of their official duties." With his order, Judge 
Manos filed an opinion, explaining (as plaintiffs' own papers 
never do) what this is all about: that plaintiffs are former 
employees of Champion International Corporation, that plaintiff 
Mrs. Carr (then named Rennick) was discharged in 1984 (yes, 23 
years ago) , for assaulting a co-worker with a razor knife; that 
plaintiff Mr. Carr was also discharged, for threatening co- 
workers he accused of harassing Rennick; that grievances were 
filed, following which Rennick filed a complaint pursuant to 42 
U.S.C. § 1981 against Champion and several co-workers; that that 
trial ended in 1988 in a defense verdict — awarding compensatory 
and punitive damages against Rennick for her assault with a razor 
knife; that plaintiffs then filed another action under the RICO 
statute, which was dismissed in 1990 by Judge Spiegel; and that 
they filed a third time, this time adding Judge Spiegel as a 
defendant. It was this third action that Judge Manos dismissed, 
as res judicata and for failure to set forth a short and plain 
statement of a claim under Federal Rule 8(a), and he enjoined the 
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plaintiffs, as ''prolific litigators,'' from continuing their 
harassing and disruptive litigation campaign. 

Three federal courts in Ohio have dealt with the Carrs 
and their coiriplaints and have dismissed them. This Court has 
neither the time nor the inclination to analyze the obvious. It 
seems to me that plaintiffs are already in contempt of Judge 
Manos's injunction, but that is not my judgment to make. 
Instead, I will issue an order dismissing this case with 
prejudice and certifying the record to the Northern District of 
Ohio. Rule 11 sanctions would be appropriate in this case, but, 
because I suspect the Carrs are judgment-proof, and because this 
matter clearly belongs in Ohio, I am loath to invoke the Rule 11 
process sua sponte. Moreover, because the enforcement from 
Washington, D.C., of any injunction in favor of defendants Yund 
and Freking would be problematic, I decline the prayer for 
equitable relief. 

An order accompanies this memorandum. 



JAMES ROBERTSON 
United States District Judge 
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